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0 THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

° -
- A

.y

— The purpose of this study was;fo analyze *data pertaining to graduates

o - of prograﬁﬁrip distributive and offtce education programs. in the high school's
| ’ _of ﬁ;rth/Carollna. In I91T‘ fhe authors received funding from the North
Cavblina State Advisory. Council on Vocafional Educafion to conduct a research
.QPFOJGCT to assess occupational education. In 1974, fhevaufhorg continued “'-;

/ T

the study on an independent basis, gnd surveyed the same population relating

fo distributive and office oécﬁpéfions. The popu[afibn responding to the

s 1971 phase of ‘the study in the distrjbutive and office occupaffon progrant —

areas was_selecfed-and used as the source of.aafa for the second phase of a

R Iongifudinal study. In'bofh'phases, the major,foéii was on the satisfaction v

<

i

| (I 2
. of graduates of high schbol'occupafionalzeducafion'grcqrams wifh-fheir

.z . presenf Jobs and how wel | fhey were performlng their Jobs as percelved by

3 “their respecfive employers. - '
v .
. . . .o Y,
o . .
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3 . D

" PROCEDURES FOR ASCERTAINING JOB SATISFACTIONlAND

¢ ',I'D X .

) A . L
. T JOB EFFECTIVENESS OF GRABUATES OF ‘DISTRIBUTIVE |

i : AND OFF ICE EDUCATION PROGRAMS | ' v

. L
\ . N : ’

The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) was .selected to measure

emp loyee job safisfacfiqn. Thi%-insfrumenf measures job ;afﬁsfacfion as

- ' viewed by the employee."For,a.measuré of Joblsafisfacforinesé? the Minnesota
. Saflsfacforlﬁess-Scale'(MSS) was used. This instrument measures joB satis-

8) .~ factoriness (how wel | people perform on the job) as viewed by the employér.
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Popu]ation and Number of Responses.

General SatisfacﬁionA ,

From the employee {graduate) population samp]ed, respon-

Jses were received as follows: employees in 1971 totaled 163

of which 86 were gradu%tes of distributive education and 77

»

were graduates of office education; employees_ia 1974 totaled

58 of which 31 were graduates of distributive education, and 27

were graduates of office educdtion. From the emp]oye} popula~-

tion (thbse who'empldyéh"the graduate at the time the response

was fequested), responses_weére received.as follows: -employers

in 1971 totaled 123 ot which 64 were employers of distributive

‘educat1on graduates and 59 were emp]oyers of off1ce educatign

graduates; employers. 1n 1974 totaled 55 of which 29 were -

employers of d1str1but1ve educat1on graduates and 26 were
<

emp]oyers of office educat1on_graduates.

®°
L

Job Satistaction.

The inforhation was obtained for this section by use of

" the MSQ which uses the employee-as the source of information.

The- MSQ is d1v1ded 1ntq three sca]es
1. Intr1nsic Sat1sfact1o :
2. Extr1ns1c Sat1sfact1oc ‘ P
.3. General Sat1sfact10n (a cq\?1nat1on of a]] ftems)t j
The three scales of thQVMSQ consist of the fbl10w1ng 20 "items.:
| SCALE k | v', ITEMS
. 123478091011 1516 go?

6 12 13 14 19

Intrinsic

Extrinsic

A

I
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. sets of items: from the questionnaire.

<

. dob Qﬁtisfactoriness. ;. ; . ) f ;

The information was obtained for this éection by use of
the MSS which uses the employer as the source of information.

The* MSS 1s d1vided 1nto f1ve sca]es - performance, confor=

mance, dependability, personal adjustment, and general satis-

factor1ness ) .

b

-

The first four scales -- performance, conformance, depen-

-

* dability; and personal adﬂustment, are made up of a1fferent

A}

L SCALE  NO. OF ITEMS mews
* Performance - . .9 4511 12 13 1415 16 28
Conformance 7. 12367810
 Dependability - - s a2 b
Personal Adjustment 7 1819 22 23 23 27
General Satisfactoriness ‘28 I‘through Zé |

-~

The performance scale is concerned with the emp1oyee ‘S

promotab111ty, and qua11ty and quantity of his work The 7

_‘cogformance sca]e ref%;cts how we]l the worker gets a1ong

with superv1sors and co- workers, and observes regulat1ons.
The depeﬁ{ab111ty‘sca1e refers to the frequency of d1sc1—
plinary problems €reated by the emp]oyee The persona] '

adjustment sca]e perta1ns to the worker' s em“ﬁ1ona1 health

. |
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ANALYSIS OF THE DATA - A

Data were‘collecfeq-and analyzed In search of answers to the following
) . ' ‘ - b
duestions regarding the employee (graduate).

I. Do.differences exist on MSQ total score as well as the

r .

intrinsic .and extrinsic sub-scores for any of.the following

LI

féﬁfdré;x . | I . ';)i
a. pccup§+ionaj education progiam area - - disfribufivé (
education vs. office‘eqpcafipn.'. . ’
b. 'survey yeaE — 1971 Vs. 1974, R E
c.' fygixof school, sefjiﬁg'- - rural, suburban, and urban. .
d. .sex ” -Nmale vs..female.; ‘
. e. coéperaffve ocbupéficnal experience - - graduates of
. cooperative occupational édﬁcafiop progréms vs. -
graduatés of non-qooperafive bccuﬁafional education |
A prog}ams oot ﬁ o | J- %
. TR '
f. employmenf sfablllfy - - graduates working for fhe

Same oompany in which they were employed when in.

.o “high school vs. graduates not so employed.

A

'g. school ttendance - - posf-sééondary school

" attendance vs. no such affendﬁnéé.

LY

>
.

,salary - - six levels of salary and their relation »
ship to each other: $40-$60, $61-$80, $81-$100,

$IOI -$120, $i2|-$|40 and $141 and over. -

AN 2]

2. Do sngnificanf interactions exist befween fype of occupafional
S

education’ program and anyﬂéT the ofher seven vaﬁiables (b

fhrough h)? . : ' S




"Data were also col lected and analyzed in search.of answers to the

]

fol lowing quesfidns regara[ng the 'employer satisfactoriness (satisfaction).

l. Do diffefences exist on the MSS .total score as-wéll as the ‘
- .

performance, conformance, dependability, and personal

¢ édjusfmenf’sub—scores for any'éf‘fhe fol lowing factors?

-

’a. o@cupafional education program area - - disfribuflve
.education vs. office'eZLcaflon ‘ st
b. survey year»- - 1971 vs. I974. ° | | -
) Qc;h_sghool setting - ; rural,bsurburban, ahd,urban.

d. size of the business establ ishment-~ - one to fen
employees, Il - 20 employees, 21 - 50 employees, énd

: “over 50 emp loyses.
e ‘
e: cooperative.businéss establishments - - business

establ ishments hiring cooperative students vs.
business establishments not hiring cooperative

students.

f. +empldyment sfabilify’- - graduates working for the

o same company.in which fhey were employed when in
high school VS. graduaTeQ‘nof SO employed ' CLe
2. Do S|gnificanf inferacfié/z exist befween types of occupational

education programs and any of the other five variables

hY

(b through f)? ) ' : ' o

_ ] , o
To answer the basic questions posed above, several multivariate,
L v .

univariate, and two-way a@nalyses of variance were performed. The major

‘e . o

v’ 4 4 .
factor retainedzthrough all analyses was that of the occupational education,
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program-area (type of training). |n other words, other factors such
“ - . Q o 4 e

" as sex and year were combined, one at a time, wi+h the training

4

factor. In the fbllowing séchons,»resuITs of the analyées are

reported.




DISCUSSION 5 MSQ

N A ,
‘The - followlng factors were nof found to be slgnlflcanf on lnfrlnslc,

_ exfrlnslc, and total seore for the MSQ (employee lnsfrumenf)

[

occupaflonal education program area

2. survey year
o 3, scrool ee;flng
‘:4. sex | )
5. 'posf-secondary‘schbol attendance B ;. SR -
' :6. salary i
. The‘above Indicate fhal fhere‘ls no dlfference»ln the saflsfacfloﬁ level

between distributive education graduates,and offlce'edUCaTlon graduates.

Froﬁ the findings, the fol lowing conclusions were drawn:

- - There was no changé’ in job satisfacfion at the end of the N

’

three-year period, 1971-1974, .

= = School éelflhg did not affect the emeloyeeﬂs Job saflsfacflon
' for graduates of bofh.fypes of programs or both prggrams e

S;ovlded similar saflsfacflbn among their respecflve graduafes.

r

.- Graduafes who wer®e currenfly enrolled in posf-secondary frograms
. P - : ) -

» ‘did not differ in their job sallsfachon Ievel from those who

Y . .
B were not enrolled. (It 'is possible that those .individuals not
, . o enrol led are sufficiently satisfied that they are not seeklné :
a new posnflon ) ‘ ﬁ
- ! ¢

- - Job saflsfacflon/dld not appear to be related to salary Ievel

P _ i ) If is commonly accepfed that salary Is a maJor determinant in
v v

. job satisfaction? This study In no way su poris that bel ief.
’ . p » . .

" 7 In effect, thls I's probably the most sign|ficant "mon-signtficant"
- y » . .. . R .
— finding of tRe study. — | ¥y \
{ , A
# 9 ° , ~
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%2, employmenf sfa'bl ity

cooperafive OCCUpafionai experfience

14
Y

St appears that office educafi n eiddenfs in cobperafive

J occupafional experience programs id nof score as high as expecfed on-

>
- the Intrinsic sub-fesf; office ducaflon graduafes' enrol Iment In

cooperative programs did not Aff6sFntrinsic scoree However, for
disfribufive educafion graduafes, it appears fhaf the cooperafive
occbpafional experience produces a much higher infrinsic score- fhan’
' non-cooperafive experience Similarly, for fhe fofal score on MsQ, '
it appears fhaf the disfribufive educafiqn gnaduafes who did not have -

;‘ c00perafive o¢cupafiona| experiences ‘scored lower- fhan aII other groups-

l~of graduafes.i Conjecture may lead one to surmise fhaf.non-cooperafive

i S o~

1‘offioe education programs are more effective than hon-cooperafive -
disfribufive educafion.programs.because-if is eafier to simulafe fhe
office experience‘since fhere is an‘emphaéis on ekiii developmenf
Also, a higher funding IeveI for simulafion_maferial and equipment has
Been mainfained fhroughouf +he hisfory of office educafion whien com=
pared to the disfribufive,educafion fund|ng level in the same cafegory:

As ohe mighf expect, graduates who are stitl workLng for fhe

same organizafion wifh which they worked while in high school, obfained
higher infrinsic scores on the MSQ fhan fhose who had changed employers;
This may suggesf f@e imporfance of appropriate pIacemenf by the high

o

school cooPerafive occupaflonal educafion coordinator. , o

» RS
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s - ‘3.’ Cooperaffve business estahlistment

" Employers in smal | businesses do not view their empfoyees any ¢

.differently fhan‘empfoyeqs in large businesses In ferms'of their safisfacflon .

’wifn the employee (graduafe); : R \\ .

3

It does nof appear that employers whose businesses hire cqoperafive

- sfudenfs view fheir employees any- differenfly than employers Whose businesses

}\

.do not hire Cooperafive students. - §V~ b 3

k)

The fol lowing facfors were found to be significant on one ‘or more of

the sqb-scores or total score of the MSQ. <{Sub-tests are performance, -

'conformance,vdependabjlIfy, and personal adjustment).
I: Survey year | ’V |
2. Séhoof setting R B A By H.- -
3, Employmenf sfabfLJf& | . ' v
Analysns reveals that there is a drop in the offlce edUcafion fofa;
score between fhe_years; I97I-I974. This difference is also refledfed in
"fhe performance and dependability sub-scores. Speculation may lead one fo
conclude that office education graduates are viewed more_favorablyvby the
empIOYers in the graduates' firsf year of emp loyment “as 0pposed'fo”fhe-“
employers' view of them fhree years later. | . fﬂ' ) 0'

lf appears that, regarding fhe school sefflng facfor, employers rafe

office educafion graduafe@ from schools Iocafed in urban seffings Higher on

;\}) . | o e jij[ o B o
: g S EE

| f . ~I, .‘ ’o-. “ "' P , ‘..-, wx .
v o LT 'DISCL.JSS.ION‘— Mss |
| v T o . 'f, ' | t-
The folIoWIng fhree facfors Were‘nof found to be signifICanf on' ’
performance, conformance, dependablllfgg)personal adJusfmenf and total .~'
score for fhe MSS (employer instrument). - ' E L f’°' B o 2%.
[ 0ccupafional program acra h ‘ L
+ 2., Size of\fhe business establishment ~ °
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the conformance facfor than' would be expecfed ’ o o

3 "

Employeri rated fhelr employees wholwere employed orlglnally.gs

v

cooperaflve,sfudenfs, while enrolled in an occupaflonal educaflonqprogram,

un!formly and conslsfenfly hlgher on all four ‘sub-scores-and fhe “total score_

. ’

of fhe MSS than other klnds.of employees. e . -
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